berger- Ficek (1977) found the opposite-that participation was greater in male-taught classes. Of the above studies, only Howard, Short, and Clark (1996) attempted to examine student age in relationship to participation in the college classroom.
Methodology
Utilizing a single method to investigate interaction in the college classroom presents limitations. While surveys are often the most efficient method of obtaining the data, Karp and Yoels (1976) demonstrated that what students say in surveys and how they actually behave in the classroom can be two very different things. Surveys are especially prone to find no effect of instructor gender, whereas observational research has on occasion (e.g., Karp & Yoels, 1976 ) demonstrated just such an effect. Observation can provide some clear evidence of what actually occurs but may not provide an interpretive understanding of the participants' views of the setting and of one another.
With those limitations in mind, this study utilized a triangulation of research methods: nonparticipant observation, survey, and interviews. The research was conducted during the fall 1995 semester at Indiana University Purdue University Columbus (IUPUC). Student enrollment in the fall of 1995 was 1836. IUPUC is a commuter campus with a large percentage (52% by head count and 37% by credit hour) of nontraditional students (age 25 or over) and a high percentage (61 % by head count and 70% by credit hour) of female students. Student enrollment at IUPUC, given its relatively open admissions policy as an extension campus of a state university, also includes a large percentage (18%) of students who are officially designated as "underprepared" for college level work. Therefore, findings based on this case study may not be generalizable to dissimilar institutions (e.g., highly selective private residential institutions with few nontraditional students or institutions with a male student majority).
Eight students (6 females and 2 males) in the undergraduate course "Social Science Research Methods" were trained in nonparticipant observation techniques. Each student then chose to observe ten sessions of each of two courses for which they were not enrolled. Courses for observation were selected to fit the student observers' schedules, resulting in a nonrandom sample of courses. I Permission to observe each course was obtained in writing from the course instructor prior to the start of observations. Instructors were provided with an announcement to read to the class briefly identifying the student observer and his or her role in the classroom. Eleven instructors read the announcement to the class, however five did not.
The sample of courses proved to be representative of the student enrollment at IUPUC with regard to student age. Nontraditional students (those age 25 or older) accounted for 37% of enrollment by credit hour in the fall 1995 semester, nontraditional students were 37% of those observed as well. However, survey data revealed that 45% of our sample were nontraditional students. We suggest two factors to account for this discrepancy. First, we believe the observers had a tendency to label "younger" nontraditional students as being "traditional." This error could lead us to underestimate the differences between traditional and nontraditional. Thus any significant differences between traditional and nontraditional students found via observation should be particularly robust. Second, based on classroom observations we believe nontraditional students were more likely to attend class and, therefore, be observed and counted than were traditional students. With regard to student gender, our sample included a higher percentage of females than did the overall enrollment. Females accounted for nearly 70% of enrollment by credit hour, but nearly 79% of the sample observed. This may have been due to a greater tendency on the part of female, as compared to male, students to attend class. Nonetheless, the presence of such a high percentage of females in the sample may dilute any effects of a "chilly climate" for female students.
All observed courses had a three-credit-hour "lecture" component. 2 Of these courses, six were 100 level, four were 200 level, four were 300 level, and two were 400 level. Eight were taught by female instructors and eight were taught by male instructors. Six of the observed courses met in the morning (before noon), five met in the afternoon (between noon and 4:30), and five met in the evening (beginning at 4:30 or later). Six courses met twice per week, while ten met once per week. Class meetings of the once-per-week courses were coded as two sessions (one prior to the ten-minute break and one afterwards) making each session approximately 75 minutes in length.
In each observed course the instructor utilized lecture as the primary pedagogical strategy, although these "lectures" were frequently "interactive" with multiple opportunities for students to discuss and ask questions of the instructor. According to course syllabi, only one of the sixteen instructors, a female, made participation in discussion a part of the course grade. In this course, students could earn 22.5 points of "extra credit" (out of a possible total 520 points in the course) through class attendance and active participation. One male instructor's syllabus mentioned, "Attendance and class participation will affect the course grade." However, there was no explanation of, nor provision for, factoring participation into the grade when the "Grading Procedures" were explained on the syllabus. Four other syllabi (two from male instructors and two from female instructors) encouraged students to be prepared for discussion of the material assigned, but did not make discussion a part of the course grade. The other ten syllabi made no references to "class discussion" or "class participation."
Ten sessions of each course were observed over the 16-week semester. Only "regular" class sessions-those without a film/video or examination as the primary activity-were observed. A total of 156 class sessions were observed. 3 Observers recorded each student's verbal contribution to the class using a seating chart. A total of 2711 student observations were made. These students made 4938 interactions which were coded into three categories: 2781 student initiated interactions (the student interrupts the instructor to ask a question or to make a comment without invitation to do so); 1743 instructor initiated interactions (the instructor invites students' comments and questions); and 414 direct questions (the instructor calls on a specific student to answer a question or make a comment). In addition to tracking student interactions via the seating chart, observers also wrote qualitative field notes for each session describing the classroom environment as it pertained to interaction.
The second research methodology employed was a survey of instructors and students in the observed courses. 4 The survey was designed to discover students' reasons for participation and nonparticipation, students' perceptions of each other and the instructor, and instructors' perceptions of students. The survey incorporated to a significant extent the survey utilized by Howard, Short, and Clark (1996) as well as Karp and Yoels' (1976) list of reasons "Why Students Would Choose Not to Talk in Class." A revised and extended version of the survey was given to the instructors. A total of 242 students completed the survey, which was administered during the lO-12th weeks ofthe semester.
The final methodology utilized was the interview. Each of the eight observers conducted three interviews with members of the observed courses. Interview schedules were designed to provide specific feedback from some of the most and least "talkative" students in the observed courses. The objective was to "fill the gaps" in the data necessary to explain student levels of verbal participation. Interview subjects were not randomly chosen. Rather, a quota sample was selected to ensure representation of each demographic group. Fifteen students were interviewed along with nine instructors during the 13th and 14th weeks of the semester. Karp and Yoels (1976) suggested that there is a "consolidation of responsibility" regarding student participation in the college classroom.
Analysis
They found that a small number of students (2 to 5) will account for a majority (50% to 75%) of all interactions. Howard, Short, and Clark (1996) also found the consolidation of responsibility in operation almost 20 years later with 4 to 5 students accounting for 89% of all interactions.
As Table 1 indicates, our analysis affirms these earlier findings. Although the observed courses averaged over 31 interactions per session, over 29 (nearly 92%) were made by roughly five "talkers"-students who contributed twice or more to classroom discussion. A total of 29.3% of all students observed were "talkers." Over half of the students observed did not contribute a single interaction to class discussion in the observed class sessions. Student participation in discussion was the job of these, roughly, 5 students in each class. The issue then becomes who talks (and who doesn't talk) and why? Table 1 also provides results concerning student participation by demographic category. The results are mixed with regard to the impact of student gender. A greater percentage of females than males participated in class discussion (45.7% to 37.9%). Females also had a higher individual mean total interaction than did males (1.89 to 1.56). We also found that a greater percentage of females were "talkers" (30.4% to 25.5%). At first glance, the data seem to contradict Hall and Sandler's (1982) "chilly climate" hypothesis. This may be due, in part, to the high percentage (78.6%) of the observed students who were female. Although the high percentage of female students is typical of commuter campuses, student demographic patterns at IUPUC in 1995 are quite likely to be significantly different from those found in most colleges and universities in the early 1970s (when Karp and Yoels [1976] conducted their study). They are also likely quite different from residential campuses-particularly at institutions with more selective admissions requirements.
Similar to Howard, Short, and Clark (1996) when we examined the effect of age on student participation, we found that nontraditional students (25 years of age or older) were considerably more likely to participate in classroom discussion than were traditional students (less than 25 years of age). A greater percentage of nontraditional students participated in discussion (53.4% to 38.5%). Nontraditional students had a mean total interaction per student that was almost three times that of traditional students (3.1 to 1.06). A greater percentage of nontraditional students were "talkers" (39.3% to 23.4%), and those nontraditional "talkers" contributed almost twice as many comments and questions as did the traditional "talkers" (individual mean total interactions per class session: 7.56 to 3.87). Clearly, in the mixed-age classroom, student discussion is dominated by the nontraditional students.
When we examine the effect of age when controlling for gender, the picture is further clarified. Though nontraditional males are the demo- graphic group most likely to participate in discussion (61.9%) and are likely to participate at a greater level (mean total interaction per session = 5.08) than any other demographic grouping, their presence in the sample was limited. Nontraditional females outnumbered nontraditional males by a factor often (34.2% to 3.1 % of the observed students). In the absence of nontraditional males, nontraditional females were the primary student contributors to class discussion. The percentage of nontraditional females who participated in discussion was 52.6% versus 40.4% of traditional females and 33.8% of traditional males. Nontraditional females also had a higher individual mean total interaction per session (2.92) than did traditional females (1.1) and traditional males (0.97). Whereas nontraditional females trailed nontraditional males in terms of participation percentage and mean total interactions, traditional females outcontributed traditional males on both counts. Instructor gender produced smaller differences in student participation than did student gender and age. Male instructors had a higher mean number of interactions per class session (32.61 to 30.68) than female instructors despite higher mean attendance levels in male-taught classes (18.59 to 16.13). However, female instructors did have a higher percentage of students participating in discussion (48.3% to 40.4%) and a higher mean total interaction level per student in their classes (1.90 to 1.75). Female instructors also had a higher percentage of "talkers" (33.4% to 25.9%). Interestingly, in male-taught classes, "talkers" made a greater number of comments than did "talkers" in female-taught classes (6.22 to 5.25). So while female and male instructors have a similar number of interactions per session, responsibility for student participation was consolidated into fewer hands in male instructors' classes.
As noted above, interactions were coded into three categories: student initiated, instructor initiated, and direct questions. Most interactions (56.3%) were student initiated, suggesting that students, not instructors, assume primary responsibility for initiating interaction in the classroom. Females had a higher mean student initiated interaction total than males (1.09 to 0.80), and nontraditional students exceeded traditional students (1.98 to .46). Again, the few nontraditional males (3.45) outparticipated all other demographic groupings. They were followed by nontraditional females (1.85), traditional females (0.5), and finally, traditional males (0.35). These results suggest nontraditional students are much more comfortable interrupting an instructor, without invitation to do so, to make a comment or ask a question than are traditional students. The mean student initiated interaction rate was nearly identical in male and female-taught classes (1.00 to 1.06).
The gaps in interaction levels between male and female as well as be- tween traditional and nontraditional students narrowed considerably with instructor initiated interactions. Males and females had identical mean levels of instructor initiated interactions, whereas nontraditional student levels exceeded that of traditional students by only 0.3 interactions per session (0.98 to 0.66)-a significant decrease from the student initiated gap of 1.52. Traditional males and traditional females had nearly identical mean instructor initiated interaction levels (0.46 to 0.44), whereas nontraditional males exceeded nontraditional females by 0.41 (1.35 to 0.94)-another significant drop from the student initiated gap of 1.60. Mean instructor initiated interaction levels were very similar in male-and female-taught classes (0.65 to 0.64). Direct question interactions departed from the patterns established in student and instructor initiated interactions. Males slightly exceeded females in mean direct question levels (0.18 to 0.15), and traditional students slightly exceeded nontraditional students (0.16 to 0.15). Also female instructors had a mean direct question level that was almost twice as large as that of male instructors (0.21 to 0.11), accounting for two thirds of the difference in mean total interactions in male-and femaletaught classes. However, one female instructor proved to be a statistical outlier regarding direct questions. This instructor accounted for 34.5% of all direct questions. If we remove this instructor's course from the analysis we find that students in courses taught by male and female instructors had identical mean direct questions per session of 0.11.
To test the significance of these variables (student gender, student age, instructor gender), and others that previous research suggests are significant (attendance, week in semester, number of sessions per week, course level and time of day), ordinary least squares regression was utilized. Based on previous research, we expected that attendance, student gender (female = 1), student age (traditional = 1), courses which met once per week, and morning courses to have negative effects on interaction. We expected week in the semester, course level, instructor gender (female = 1), as well as afternoon and evening courses to have positive effects. As Table 3 indicates, the regression equations had adjusted R squares that ranged from 0.109 to 0.107. Attendance in the observed classes ranged from a low of 4 students to a high of 33 students. The effect of attendance was strongly significant and negative in each equation as predicted. As others (e.g., Howard, Short & Clark, 1996) have noted, increased attendance does limit classroom interaction. The size of the impact, as measured by beta scores, was larger for attendance than for any other variable in each of the equations. As predicted, the influence of student age (traditional = 1) was strongly significant and negative in each equation. Being a traditional student made one much less likely to participate frequently in classroom discussion. The impact of student gender was significant and negative in each equation. However, the beta score for student age was three or more times larger than effect of student gender, suggesting that gender plays less of a role in predicting student participation in the mixed-age college classroom than do student age and attendance. Interestingly, the influence of instructor gender (female = 1), though positive, was not significant in any equation.
The effect of week in the semester, although small, was significant, but in the opposite direction than was anticipated. Closer inspection of the trends across the semester revealed that as the semester progressed, the percentage of total interactions from student initiated interactions increased, whereas the proportion of total interactions attributable to both instructor initiated and direct questions declined, thus accounting for the negative effect.
The impact of a course meeting only once per week was negative and significant in each equation as predicted. The impact of course level was positive and significant in each equation. Of the various day parts (morning, afternoon, evening), only evening (courses beginning at or after 4:30 p.m.) was found to be significant. Table 4 provides the results of ordinary least squares regression of mean student interactions by the source of interaction. The results suggest that the model best explains variations in student initiated interactions (adjusted R square = 0.121), but does a poor job explaining variations in instructor initiated interactions (adjusted R square = 0.029) and direct questions (adjusted R square = 0.020). In all three equations the effect of attendance remains negative and significant, although the size of the effect as measured by beta score decreases from -0.221 for student initiated to -0.097 for instructor initiated to -0.080 for direct questions. It appears the negative impact of attendance is most strongly felt on student initiated interactions.
The influence of student age (traditional = 1) is negative and significant for both student initiated and instructor initiated interactions, but positive and not significant for direct questions. The size of the influence, measured by beta score, also declines from student initiated to instructor initiated. Again, this suggests that the impact is felt most strongly on student initiated interactions. The effect of student gender (female = 1) is negative, but not significant in any model. The effect of instructor gender was also not significant in any of the equations. The influence of course level was positive and significant for student initi- ated interactions suggesting an increased confidence on the part of students that leads to more interactions. The effect of course level for direct questions was negative and significant, suggesting instructors rely on this technique to stimulate discussion more in entry-level courses than in upper-level courses. Week in the semester was not significant for student initiated interactions, but it was negative and significant for both instructor initiated interactions and direct questions. This suggests that instructors spend less effort attempting to stimulate student participation as the semester progresses. The effect of a course meeting only once per week was negative and significant for both student initiated interactions and instructor initiated interactions, but it was positive and not significant for direct questions. Course level had a significant positive impact on student initiated interactions but a negative and significant impact on direct questions, again suggesting that instructors are more apt to directly calIon students in entry-level courses and to rely on student efforts to initiate interaction in upper-level courses. Finally, the effect of courses that met in the evening hours was significant and positive with regard to student initiated interactions, but it was not significant for instructor initiated interactions nor direct questions.
Given the significant negative impacts of student gender (female = 1) and age (traditional = 1), we asked whether these influences might be felt more strongly for various demographic groups of students in classes taught by instructors of a particular gender. We addressed this issue by using analysis of variance (ANOVA) to compare mean interaction levels of various student groupings by instructor gender. The ANOVA results presented in Table 5 suggest that for total interactions, student initiated interactions, and instructor initiated interactions instructor gender produced significant differences only for traditional female students. 5 Whereas nontraditional female students had higher, though not statistically significant, mean levels of interactions in male-taught classes, their younger counterparts, traditional females, were significantly more likely to initiate an interaction and to respond to an instructor's invitation for interaction in female-taught classes. It appears that younger female students experience and interpret the college classroom differently than do older females. Traditional college age students, male or female, participate at a very low rate in courses taught by males; however, when the instructor is female, traditional females are significantly more likely to both initiate interactions and respond to instructor initiated interactions. At the same time, traditional males continue to participate at the same lower rate-thus falling behind their female counterparts in femaletaught courses. This suggests that if the mixed-age college classroom is a "chilly" climate for young female students, it is even more "chilly" for young male students. Any "chilly" climate is due mostly to student initiated interactions. The data suggest that instructors directly call on traditional students more often than nontraditional students and call on males and females equally often. Males and females are also equally likely to respond to instructor initiated interactions (see Table 2 ). Class size (attendance) and student age are better predictors of student participation than is student gender. The negative effects of age lessen for female students in female-taught courses, but not for male students in courses taught by either gender. This leads us to the issue of why students choose to participate and choose not to participate.
Reasons for Participation and Nonparticipation
Utilizing a survey, we asked students to identify reasons for their participation in class discussion. Table 6 shows that regardless of the demographic group, the four most frequently cited reasons were the same: "I am seeking information or clarification"; "I have something to contribute to the class"; "I learn by participating"; and, "I enjoy participating." However, utilizing Kendall's tau to compare responses by student age, student gender, and instructor gender we found that scores were significantly different only when comparing traditional and nontraditional students on these four dimensions. Nontraditional students were more likely to say they participated for each of the four reasons than were traditional students. In comparing male and female students, the only significant difference was that females were more likely to cite "other" than were males. 6 In female-taught courses, students were significantly more likely to say they participated because it was a part of their grade. We attribute this result to the previously mentioned female instructor who allowed students to earn extra credit points via attendance and participation. In their interview comments, as well, nontraditional students, as compared to their younger counterparts, defined the college classroom as a more "open" and friendly space where their participation is welcome and, potentially, valuable. Several nontraditional students, in describing the type of course they like best, mentioned class discussion.
I like a combination of lecture where I get information and also a class where discussion is encouraged and I can get feedback. (Nontraditional Female) I don't like a class that is totally lecture. I like it when there's discussion. (Nontraditional Female) I prefer discussion. It is much more of an adult learning style. The best people are participating in it and you have to be prepared to get something out of a discussion. I think it's a critical part [of the course. Because] that's how a student takes in learning . . . . They get involved with the material. (Nontraditional Male) [Students who participate in discussion are] ... learning to share their ideas and listen to other people verbalize their ideas. The more I participate, the more I get out of a class. If I just listen I don't get near as much out. (Nontraditional Female) On the other hand, several traditional students in the course of their interviews specifically mentioned they did not like courses that required student participation. I've always been afraid people would criticize me and think, "She should know this." (Traditional Female) Students may not contribute to class discussion because they feel uncomfortable asking questions or, more than likely, they feel they're going to say the wrong thing. (Traditional Male) I am totally against instructors who require participation. You wouldn't require biology for math, so I don't think you should require speech in a [nonspeech] class. (Traditional Male) I think it's unfair to require participation from students who don't know how to ask questions, or are uncomfortable asking questions, or are just shy people. (Traditional Female) Recognizing that many students were unwilling or unable to participate in class discussion, we asked students to identify reasons for their nonparticipation in our survey. As Table 7 shows, students cited "the feeling that my ideas are not well enough formulated" and "the feeling that I don't know enough about the subject matter" most frequently. Again, utilizing Kendall's tau, we found that the percentage who cited these reasons was not significantly different by student age, student gender, or instructor gender. However, there were significant differences regarding some of the less frequently cited reasons for nonparticipation. Traditional students were significantly more likely than nontraditional to cite concerns about appearing unintelligent to the instructor or other students, the possibility that other students would not respect their point of view, and the possibility that their comments might negatively affect their grade. All of which indicates a perception of the college classroom as being a somewhat dangerous, unaccepting environment. Traditional students, male students, and students in male-taught courses were each significantly more likely to say they did not participate because they had not done their assigned reading than were their respective counterparts (nontraditional students, females, and students in female-taught courses). Thus one reason why traditional students (and to a lesser extent males and students in male-taught classes) perceive the classroom as being hostile and unaccepting may be their lack of preparation to participate.
Implications and Conclusions
Students learn more when they take an active role in their learningseeing themselves as engaged participants in their education rather than passive recipients of knowledge from experts (see for example Rau & Heyl, 1990; Smith & Malec, 1995; Smith, 1996; Thompson, 1996) . Kember and Gow (1994) found that students who participate in classroom discussion learn more than those who do not. Weast (1996) and Garside (1996) have demonstrated that active participation can facilitate critical thinking. But despite the potential benefits, the present study illustrates that different types of students participate at different levels. In particular, traditional students are the group most reluctant to participate. It is the responsibility of college instructors to facilitate their learning as well as the learning of students who participate more readily.
We need to be cautious in applying the findings of this study due to the limitations of the sample. The norms that operate at a small extension campus of a major state university may well be different than those that operate at a major residential campus or even at a small private residentialliberal arts college. The participation of males and females, traditional and nontraditional students at highly selective institutions may also vary considerably from that described herein. Clearly, further research conducted at various types of institutions is needed.
Given these limitations, the evidence presented suggests that in the mixed-age college classroom, nontraditional students are far more likely to initiate discussion than are their traditional (18-to 24-year-old) counterparts. Though the gap narrows considerably with instructor initiated interactions, nontraditional students are also more likely to respond to instructor attempts to initiate class discussions. College instructors thus face the continued existence of the "consolidation of responsibility" (Karp & Yoels, 1976) . Our challenge is to tum more students into "talkers" in order to better facilitate their learning.
This study provides little support for the "chilly climate" thesis. If the mixed-age college classroom is "chilly," it is not so for nontraditional female students, who account for the majority of interactions, nor for nontraditional males, who have the highest mean level of participation. It may be a "chilly" climate for traditional females when the instructor is male, but it is equally "chilly" for traditional male students. When the instructor is female, the climate is more "chilly" for traditional males than females. Both groups participate at a significantly lower rate than nontraditional students. Instructor gender also played a limited role in reasons students gave for their lack of participation. Students in maletaught classes were significantly more likely to worry about how they appeared to the instructor and were significantly more likely to find the course not to be meaningful. This suggests that female instructors may do a better job of creating a classroom environment that engages students and makes them feel sufficiently comfortable to participate.
This study also suggests that the lower participation level of traditional students is not due to instructors who only calion nontraditional students. However, instructors do seem to relinquish an increasing amount of responsibility for participation to the students as the semester progresses by inviting less participation through instructor initiated interactions and direct questions. This approach contributes to the dominance of nontraditional students who are most comfortable initiating interactions without an instructor's invitation to do so. Part of the motivation for this tendency may be that as the semester progresses instructors feel an increased pressure to "get through the material" and therefore limit their invitations for discussion. Another possible explanation is that both students and instructors become increasingly comfortable with the norms that have developed over the course of the semester and fall into a pattern where responsibility for discussion is consolidated into the hands of a few students. The most obvious response to this dilemma is for iilstructors to increase the frequency of their invitations to participate in classroom discussion via direct questions and instructor initiated interactions and to maintain that level of invitation throughout the semester. Although nontraditional students will still be the most likely to participate, the gap will likely be much smaller than when instructors take a more passive approach and rely on students to initiate interactions.
Additionally, this study provides support for department chairs who wish to seek structural changes. The results support the argument for lower enrollment caps in courses. While the largest course included in the sample had 33 students, the effect of larger class size was the largest significant predictor of student participation. We can only speculate that in mass lecture courses of one hundred or more the effect would be even more profound. In effect, if participation facilitates learning and large enrollments inhibit participation, then, other things being equal, large enrollments will hinder learning. Department chairs also find in this study encouragement to resist pressures to offer courses that meet only in onceper-week extended sessions (a practice that also discourages discussion).
Finally, two major reasons for the lack of participation of traditional students were their concerns with how they appear in the eyes of their classmates and their lack of preparation for class. Instructors can play an active role in addressing each of these issues. Despite her contention that instructors play a relatively small role in shaping participation in the classroom, Fassinger (1995 Fassinger ( , 1996 suggests that instructors can actively design their courses to foster a positive emotional climate, develop student confidence, and develop interaction norms that facilitate interaction. Nunn's (1996) research suggests that this can be accomplished by praising students, by asking students questions, by asking students for elaboration, by using student names, and by repeating student answers.
In the attempt to create new classroom norms that facilitate active student participation and thus greater learning, we suggest that it is appropriate to encourage and reward discussion by making it a component of the course grade or, alternatively, by offering extra credit for participation. One way to encourage students to evaluate their own participation and their responsibility for it, is to allow students to grade themselves on their discussion. Ideally, this would be done at the end of each class session so that students can immediately assess their input in class discussion. Students should be given a grading scale that is as concrete as possible (e.g., 1 point for attendance without participating in discussion; 2 points for making a single comment; 3 points for more than one comment; 4 points for equitable participation; and 5 points for participation that exceeds normative expectations). Based on the lead author's teaching experience, we have found that in response to such a system virtually every student present will participate in discussion and that students generally grade themselves in a fair manner.
To help alleviate students' fears of unformulated ideas, a lack of knowledge of the subject matter, and appearing unintelligent to the in-structor or other students, instructors could provide questions for discussion to accompany each assigned reading so that students will have the opportunity to consider questions and reflect upon them prior to class. Thus students can formulate their responses and investigate topics to develop knowledge ahead of time and, hopefully, reduce the fear of appearing unintelligent. Positive instructor feedback for students who participate can also help students overcome their fear of participation. By providing questions for discussion ahead of time and grading students on their participation we can hold students accountable for completing assigned readings and being prepared to discuss them. Thus we can influence students' definitions of the college classroom by creating the expectation that each student will participate in class discussion.
In sum, we need to question our preexisting frames (Russell & Munby, 1992) about university teaching that limit our creativity and perpetuate passive and uninvolved learning. To begin, we should identify and discuss the norms of the "consolidation of responsibility" and "civil attention"? (Karp & Yoels, 1976 ) that prevail in most college classrooms. If we begin our courses by making it clear that these classroom norms, which students have come to expect and find comfortable and which allow them to remain passive observers, do not apply in our courses, then we have a starting point for change. We can tell students why we value their participation (e.g., they learn by participating; it makes the class more interesting for all). There is also an abundance of pedagogical research (for examples see Bell & Bradburn, 1996; Hamlin & Janssen 1981; Longmore & Jarboe, 1996; McBroom & Reed, 1994; McKinney & Graham-Buxton, 1993; Sernau, 1995) that offers suggestions for collaborative learning and other strategies for getting students involved in classroom discussion. The task is daunting, but not impossible.
"Sociological Statistics" were discontinued after seven sessions when a student in R359 contacted the senior researcher and indicated that the presence of an observer was interfering with her ability to learn.
4Copies of the surveys are available upon request from the authors. 5The significant differences in direct questions by instructor gender are attributable to the previously mentioned female instructor who accounted for 34.5% of all direct questions.
6There were no identifiable patterns in the responses of the small percentage of female students who cited another reason for their participation.
7The "civil attention" norm, according to Karp and Yoels (1976) , means that students are careful to maintain an appearance of paying attention without at the same time showing so much involvement that the situation becomes risky for them. Thus students attend class, do not hold private conversation while the instructor is talking, nod their heads occasionally, and maintain enough attention to laugh at the appropriate junctures, but do not become involved via discussion which could potentially put them at risk.
